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Prologue

Dealing with accreditation policy reminds us of an Indian story told by Geertz
(1973): :

“, . . an Englishman who, having been told that the world rested ona

platform, which rested on the back of an elephant which rested in turn on

the back of a turtle, asked, what did the turtle rest on? Another turtle. And

that turtle? ‘Ah, Sahib, after that it is turtles all thewaydown.’” .
Shulman (1974) pointed out in relating this story, “As scholars and
practitioners of education, we must learn to be comfortable as we teeter on the
backs of an ever growing tower of turtles.”

Introduction

Accreditation of schools, colleges, and departments of education (SCDEs) has
attracted the interest of a large number of divergent groups: SCDE faculty and
administrators, teacher organizations, state and federal education agencies,

school administrators, school board members, parents, and citizen groups. To
varying degrees, such groups have increased their role in policy making in this

1 -

3



field. As a result, governance issues and power politics have obscured the

fundamental issues of purpose, appropriate bases for judgement, and the tasks e
to be performed to accomplish the purposes of accreditation. Many of the

interest groups seem to assume that current accreditation procedures are

appropriate. But the case is quite different. Assumptions need to be

challenged; procedures need to be scrutinized and clarified; purposes need to

be articulated; tasks need to be specifically designed to accomplish the

purposes. These issues need to be resolved first. Ginicrwise decisionsimportant

to the quality of professional education will continue to result from an

unhealthy mix of power politics, distrust, and professional mystigie. ™

In this paper research and legal issues that relate to accreditation policy
questions are reviewed. Strategies for integrating empirical information and
social/professional values are also presented. These strategies serve as
recommendations for consensus building from a base of knowledge and values
rather than power politics. " w

The paper ;s divided into three sections. First, information concerning avariety
of contextual issues that affect accreditation are presented. Federal and state
roles in the accreditation process are summarized. Second, legal and research
issues that relate to accreditation are reviewed. Particular emphasis is given to
examining the difficulties associated with establishing a relationship between
professional iraining and work performance. In conclusion, several ideas are
advanced that may have promise for creating a new consensus concerning the
appropriate bases for making accrediting decisions.

[

‘Accreditation; Definition and Context
What Is Accreditation? ’

Accreditation‘is a process by which an institution or program within an
institution is recognized as having met certain criteria and standards. This
recognition is accomplished through a variety of evaluation procedures which
include three elements: criteria, standards, and techniques (Hodgkinson,
1975). Criteria are the measures of value (quality indicators) which are
fundamental for program assessment. They answer the question: What is to be
assessed? Standards are the levels of attainment, within each criterion,
i established for use as bases of comparison in measuring or judging value.
Standards answer the question: To what extent? Standards imply minimal
~ levels of performance acceptable for accreditation. Technique is the process by
which educational programs are assessed, consistent with established criteria
and standards. Technigue includes both the process of evaluation and the
instruments used to as;ess knowledge gained or performance abilities
acquired, e.g., tests interviews, observations, surveys, etc. In the education
profession, the mout recent effort to develop criteria and standards for
accrediting purposes is reflected in the National Councll for the Accreditation
of Teacher Education (NCATE) publication of recommendations (NCATE,
1975) for the revision of the standards that were adopted by the organization in
1970 (NCATE, 1970).

Accreditation of professional education has been expected to serve a primary
purpose of assuring quality. Hence the status of being accredited is viewed as
good (Orlans, 1975). Quality, however, is difficult to define. There is no
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commonly accepted operational definition of quality as it relates to
accreditation in any professional fieid!, e.g., law, medicine, education, etc. As
aresult, accreditation, as a quality control procedure, is hardly an exact .
science. Every profession is responsible for developing & definition of quality
that takes into consideration the complexities of the fieid it services. Education
is not uniquely culpable although the problem of accrediting SCDEs is
particularly complex for four interrelated reasons. First, there is no clear
concensus concerning educational goals. Second, there are substantive *
problems in relating educational outcomes to the characteristics of
professional educators. Third, there are no clear connections between training
strategies and the characteristics of educators. Fourth, power politics have
made it difficult to deal with the fundamental questicns associated with
accrediting policy. o

As imentioned at the outset, the current political climate has diverted educators
from examining working assumptions from which accrediting policy is derived.
This climate is primarily adversarial in character. The conditions which have
shaped this climate are, in large measure, a result of the circumstances which
confront education. -

Contextual Forces and Professional Education

The future of education now seems quite different from the one most educators
predicted for it a decade ago. Worries 10 years ago were associated with
problems resulting from the management of growth. Enrollments were
increasing at a rapid rate. There were plenty of tax dollars to initiate new
ventures. Now education has been characterized as a “declining industry.”
(March, 1974). The rate of growth has been reduced markedly; in many
settings we see an absolute decline in the number of students. As a result,
many teachers are being laid off and some institutions of higher education
have decided to discontinue their professional education programs (e.g. Johns
Hopkins University). There are other problems also. Education is being
severely criticized by its own leaders as well as by the public. Michael Katz
(1975) has characterized public schools as “conservative, racist, and
bureaucratic.” The education profession is blamed by the mass media for
declining test scores, grade inflation, poor management of educational
resources, etc. (McCurdy and Speich, 1976). :

These dissatisfactions point to the fact that public education is no longer
supported by a pattern of concensus concerning either the nature of the
enterprise or a system of priorities. History has shown us that the life of any
social institution is gravely endangered if it is in a state of decline and the
community that it depends on for support has no clear idea why, or whether, it
should be supported. Under these circumstances, the schools suffer from an
overload of expectations and the lack of clear procedures for sorting out

- --priorities among conflicting points of view. This fact of life must be taken into

consideration when thinking about accrediting schools of professional

education. B

These contextual issues have been aggravated by simplified notions of cause
and effect. Internal power politics have taken valuable time and energy which
could more productively be used to provide policymakers and publics with
knowledge and information concerning the complexity of educational

3



problems. The current political forum for determining accreditation policy is a
case in point. Power issues such as wiio determines what and how much one
receives have made it difficult to discuss how knowledge and values may
contribute to the development of accreditation policy.

. The Political Context of Accreditation

Policy making is, by definition, a political process. The problem is not that
decision making is political, but that the current bargaining mode of decision
making inhibits the integration of values and knowledge into the process. The
bargaining climate is typically adversarial when special interest groups are
attempting to carve out a larger role in a particular policy area. This is the
current case in accreditation. Teacher unions (Browne, 1976), for example,
wish to have a strong voice in the accrediting arena, while SCDE faculty and
administrators are reluctant to give them a larger voice. There is little doubt
that both groups will continue to be involved in accrediting policy formulation.
What is required is a decision-making forum that reduces the adversarial
climate. In an adversarial climate, group positions are tightly held, frames of
reference go unchallenged, and the complexity of the issues is neglected.

These internal battles among educators have created a vacuum of leadership
for dealing with critical problems andissues. In the absence of professional

leadership, the courts and legislators are acting without the needed insightand

Lknowledge. This situation is exacerbated by the publics’ perceptions of
education. The public makes few distinctions among educators in its
expressions of dissatisfaction with education outcomes. An initial step
providing leadership is to ask fundamental questions related to accreditation
policy, such as:

_® Are there purposes for a national accrediting system for SCDEs
distinct from those of other external evaluation systems? What are
those purposes?

e What are the appropriate bases for making accrediting judgments?

e Isit possible to devise an accrediting system which preserves the
autonomy and independence of SCDEs without sacrificing quality
control?

The next section provides an overview of SCDE accreditation as it relates to
federal and state recognition agencies and other nonvoluntary accrediting
agencies. . :

Institutional and Specialized Accreditation

There are essentially two types of accrediting activity: institutional and
specialized accreditation. Institutional accreditation is granted by regional
accrediting organizations. For example, the North Centrzl Association of
Schools and Colleges accredits the total operating unit only, not individual
professional schools and/or programs. Specialized accreditation of academic
units within institutions is granted by a large number of accrediting

- organizations, each representing a professional area. The National Courcil for

the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), for example, accredits
schools, colleges, and departments of education (SCDEs) and the various
program areas that are offered within them. It is important to note, however,
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that whether an accrediiing associaiion accredits an institution or an
educational unit and/or program within an institution, it is responsible for
..... - developing its own distinctive definitions of eligibility, criteria, standards, and

_operating procedures. :

Specialized accrediting bodies usually require that appiicants for accreditation
have prior recognition by an institutional accrediting association. NCATE, for
example, requires that an institution be accredited by a regional accreditation
agency before its programs can be reviewed.

The majority of accreditation activity in our country is performed through

nongovernmental voluntary associations. NCATE is such an associafion.

Because the accreditatioii of professional education by NCATE is voluntary, it

can come about only when an institution requests it. Thus NCATE cannot - -
~ accredit a SCDE and its programs uniess it has been invited to do so."

Federal and State Roles in Accreditation

Since 1952, with the passage of Public Law 550, accreditation has become a

. common means for SCDEs to obtain or maintain eligibility for federal funds.

' Under provisions of this law, the U.S: Cominissioner of Educationis authorized
to create and publish an “approved list” of accrediting organizations which
meet federal standards. ® Accreditation by an approved agency is a prerequisite
to eligibility for federal assistance under a wide variety of federally supported
programs, e.d., student loans; research grants, etc. NCATE is tiicluded on the
approved list; however, accreditation by NCATE alone does not qualify an
institution or program for federal assistance. Institutions with SCDEs must
seek accreditation from regional accrediting associations in order to be eligible
to receive federal funds.

In addition to relatively recent federal involvemeni ..: accreditation, state

governments long ago developed their own procedures to approve institutions -

and programs and to certify professional personnel. Practically speaking, state

program approval is nonvoluntary, since state laws require that all public

school teachers be certified by the state in which they teach. In most states -

there are usually two ways in which a college graduat.: can obtain teacher

certification: 1) direct application to the state, or 2) graduation from a state- -

approved program. Direct application involves forwarding a transcript to the .
state teacher certification agency for review. By this route, an applicant who (
may have attended several schools and taken the proper selectionand nurhber

of courses/ credit hours stipulated by the state will be certified. Under the ' -

program approval route, applicants are automatically certified if they have

completed a state-approved program. This means that institutions wishing to

train personnel for positions in the public schools zre required to have their

programs approved by the state before they can recommend their graduates

for teaching credentials. Many states, e.g., California, Oregon, Pennsylvania,

etc., are moving away from the option of direct application by legislating that

only graduates from approved programs are eligible to recelve state ,

certification. The power of state-mandated program approval thus increases in

importance. ‘ ' - i

* For the most recent revision, see the Federal Register, August 20, 1974.
5 L
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As aresult of state-mandated program approval, many institutions are visited

by several external evaluators. For example, an institution could be reviewed
by a regional accrediting organization and a state agency; its SCDE would also
be reviewed by NCATE. The costs associated with accreditation/program
review are significant both in faculty time and financially. (Florio, Koff, and
Schneider, 1576). Hence many institutions decide not t2 be reviewed by
NCATE. The decision is made much easier for these institutions inasmuch as
state visitation is mandatory while NCATE accteditation is voluntary. Such
institutions continue their eligibility for federal funds'by maintaining their -
regional accreditation. -

Clark and Guba (1976) report that 1,367 institutions of higher education (72
percent of all four-year institutions of higher education) have SCDEs with one
or more state-approved teacher education programs; 93 institutions of higher
education with state-approved SCDEs are not accredited by aregional _
accrediting association..Only 39 percent (or 540) of the SCDEs in the countxy
are NCATE accredited. Since more than 60 percent of the SCDEs operatewith
only state program approval, and without the benefit of national accreditation,
itis important to determine the purpose and value of national accreditation. ®

Figure 1 illustrates levels of institutional/program accreditation by indicating
the roles of federal, state, and other accrediting organizations. The figure
shows that accreditation can be thought of as a continuum that includes the
following: (a) Institutional Accreditation. Institutional accreditation is carried
out, in large measure, by regional accrediting associations. There are
instances, however, where institutions are accredited by a professional
organization. For example, law schools that are not affiliated with an
institution of higher education are accredited by the American Bar Association.
(b) Professional School/Academic Unit Accreditation. Professional school/
academic unit accreditation involves the accreditation of a specific academic

. unit or professional school within an institution of higher education, for
example, schools, colleges, and departments of education. NCATE accredits
SCDESs and their various general program areas. (c) General Program Areas.
Within each professional school/academic unit, there exist a variety ofgeneral
program areas that specialize in providing training for a particular career. For
example, within SCDEs there may be programs to train educational
psychologists, teachers, school administrators, etc. NCATE reviews all
school-related programs offered by SCDEs, although primary emphasis in the
past has been focused on the review of teacher education programs. (d)
Program Type. Within each general program there are a variety of types.
Different programs prepare students for different careers and have different
training objectives. There are several ways of looking at program type — 1) by
content, 2) by training strategy, 3) by target population to be served, etc. For
example, teacher education programs may prepare both elementary and
secondary school teachers. Teachers may also be trained for teaching in
different content areas, e.g., math, reading, science, etc. Each of these
program types has different training strategies, e.g., micro-teaching, fleld-

“The extent of nonparticipation in national accreditation emphasizes the
existence of questions concerning the effectiveness of national accreditation as
a quality control mechanism or screening device. CT o
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based internships, CBTE, etc. Programs may also have concentrations related
to student populations to be served, c.g., urban education, bilingual /bicultural
education, special education, etc. .

The mandated state program approval process comes into operation at the
general program level and continues on through the several program types.
The state is primarily interested in approving programs that offer training in
areas where the state requires certification: teachers, administrators, etc. The
state is also concerned with reviewing the concentrations as types available to
students within each of these program specialties, e.g., elementary school
teacher, secondary school teacher, principal, superintendent, etc.

Institutions and their professional schools/academic units must undergo two
types of accrediting evaluations. First, they must satisfy the criteria and meet
the standards established by the accrediting association. This type of
assessment is called a “normative evaluation.” Second, they must also
demonstrate the degree to whick: they are performing in‘a manner consistent
with self-made claims. This type of assessment is a test of probity called a
“discrepancy evaluation.” When conducting discrepancy evaluations,
accrediting agencies carefully review information provided by the institution
and make on-site visits in order to determine the extent to which the institution
is, in fact, doing what it claims. :

Information provided by the institution or subunit to the accrediting agency
would first be specifically related to the criteria and standards essential to the
normative evaluations. In addition, consideration should be given to the type
and amount of information requested for discrepancy evaluations. Unless
reasonable limits are placed on the need for this latter documentary material,
the test of probity will become unmanageable. No agency will be able to review
adequately and fairly the “mountains” of reports institutions will submit. '
Although no criteria or standards apply to the discrepancy evaluation, critical
variables should bé identified to serve as a guide for the development of an
institution’s self-report. Some have suggested an auditing model (Harcleroad,
1975; Koff, et al, 1976) in which financial status, program descriptions, and
general performance requirements are reportedinaprospectus. Theprospectus
then serves as the institutional report against which a discrepancy evaluation
is made.

Normative evaluations associated with external quality control are theprimary
concerns of this paper; however, the problems associated with discrepancy
evaluations or tests of probity should not be dismissed lightly. Considerable
attention needs to be directed by educators to data collection and presentation,
and their connection to discrepancy evaluations. Issues of probity are not only
important for the integrity of the profession, but they also provide a) an external
validation of an institution’s assertions and b) an opportunity for the institution
to report on aspects of its programs that it judges to reflect a unique or special
character. . '
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Problems of Focus \

There are at least three external evaluation systems facing SCDEs: regional
accreditation, accreditation of professional education, and state program B e
approval. Figure 1 illustrates several conceptual dilemmas concerning the

purpose and focus of SCDE accreditation. For example, since both regional

institutional accrediting agencies and the state review all or component parts

of SCDEs, why maintain a separate accrediting system for professional

education? To answer this question the following other questions must be dealt

with: (a) what should be the focus of normative accrediting evaluations? (b)

what are the characteristics of SCDEs or their general program areas which °

provide them with an identity separate from other professional schools or

academic units; and (c) what are essential criteria and standards for SCDEs

and general program areas if they are to be primary focus of evaluation?

Professional education accreditation can be approached in either of two ways.
Accrediting activity could concentrate on the various program types by

content, training strategy, or targetpopulation to be served. On the other

hand, accreditingcoiild limit its normative evaluative focus to the SCDE units

and their general program areas. Figure 1 depicts-a continuum for external
evaluations including accreditation. Assuming that régional accreditation will
continue to assess institutions of higher education, professional education

must determine where, among the other areas (e.g., SCDE, genéral program
areas, etc.), accrediting attention should befocused. Thatis, shouldaccrediting
focus on the macro level of the SCDE unit and general program areas or on the ...
micro leve! of program type. The choice involves two very different strategies. e

The micro approach requires the development of criteria and standards for ' T——
each specified program type. Thus various specialized accreditingsocieties will
be needed to review each separate program. A variety of specialized
accreditation and/ or professional organizations already exist (e.g., American
Psychological Association, National Council of Teachers of English) and

are currently serving an important professional and accrediting function.
However, if the micro approach te accreditation is extended to its logical
conclusion, many more accrediting groups will need to be created and/or play
a role in accrediting different program types. For example, every time a new
type of program is developed it will need to be accredited by an existing or
newly created accrediting organization.

Reasons for the attractiveness of the micro approach may be found in research
being done on educator performance. Teaching effectiveness, for example,
seems to vary with the nature of the subject matter and the various types of
student populations. This program-type evaluation is a strategy which is better
suited to evaluating program outcomes. This kind of evaluation addresses
public concerns that institutional products relate positively to the needs of the
polity. For professional schools, this means that skills students acquire should
be positively related to work performance.

Diverse program types, varying by content, training strategy, and target
population to be served, number in the hundreds. Additionally, research
relating individual characteristics to professional work is providing us with a
view of the complexity of that work rather than the identification of a few
essential skills. Theoretical propositions do not lead directly to “prediction and
control, except in a few instances” (Shulman, 1974). The problem of criteria



and standards is thus further complicated when efforts to relate training
strategles to individual characteristics are made. Orlans (1975) offers a usefui
description of these complications: .

After many years and millions of doliars are spent developing ‘output’

measures of varying reliability, the students and their schooling will have
changed, which will then require the development of new measures.

If the micro approach is followed, serious questions regarding any purpose for
professional accreditation of SCDEs remain. Questions also arise regarding
professional education as a profession. These questions were first dealt with by

‘Flexner (1915) and later by Lortie (1969) and by Howsam, et al (1976). The

logical extension of the micro approach might resultintheeducation profession
becoming a collection of societies or groups each in search of a professional - - - -
identity. .

The macro approach, limiting normative evaluation to the SCDE unitand
general program areas, offers a moremanageable strategy for exercising quality
control and helps explore the question of whether the education profession as

a whole may be greater than the sum of its parts. This approach requires the
establishment of essential criteria and standards for SCDEs and their program .
areas by using higher inference variables. The use of higher inferencevariables
requires that the accrediting agency concentrate on making connections
between human values held by the profession and the polity and the
characteristics of professional schools ofeducation and their enseral programs.

“This approach, according to Shulman, may identify some generalizable

phenomena and, at worst, will helpus “, . . learn only to understand the
particular domain under investigation, no méan accomplishment in itself” -
(1974). That s, this approach should yield information which mayleadtoa-
better understanding of the complexity of ¢the phenomena that we are dealing

" with. Such information may limit the ability to make social policy. Informed

restraint is more desirable than mindless action.

Social science has no magic wand with which to conjure up solutions that

everyone will admire and no one has thought of. Are we obligated to’

recommend a solution if we see none? (Orlans, 1975)
This caveat is essential when making decisionsregardingcriteriaandstandards
for accrediting purposes. Since social science provides few guidelines to the
development of discreet criteria and standards, accrediting agencies must, of
necessity, rely on informed professional judgments and consensus building
activities that involve a healthy mix of scientific knowledge and human values.
These issues are discussed in more detail in the last section of the paper. -

The above analysis suggests that a national accreditation system for o
professional education should concentrate on the SCDEs and their general
program areas. This macro approach is manageable and has more potential

for furthering the profession. In this approach, normative evaluations would
have a desired focus, leaving institutional accreditationtoregional associations -
and protecting diversity within program areas. Program type evaluationswould
be left to tests of probity. In some cases, program types would be evaluated by
state agencies.

In order to move from agreement of purpose to implementing SCDE
accreditation, fundamental issues relating to normative evsluations must be
addressed. The following questions summarize these issues:

10
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~ What is it that distinguishes an qccreditable SCDE or general program
area from one that is not accreditable? That is: A v

« What are the criteria and standards to be used ir. evaluating a) the o
SCDE unit and b) each general program area? and: T

e Are there functionally unique characteristics of SCDEs and general i
program areas that give them a separate identity from other academic
units, professional schools, and program areas? ‘

The questions we have posed are designed to limit the scope of professional g
education accreditation while at the same time lay before the profession an : D
agenda which requires attention. Answers to the above questions will provide
the bases for making evaluative judgements. Only when criteriaand ,
standards have been delineated can questions related to accrediting tasks be . o
adequately addressed. If questions related to criteria and standards cannot be =
answered, then one must ask if there is any viable rationale for a national

professional education accrediting system. - o ‘ . N

In the next section, legal and research issues which relate to accreditation are
reviewed. They provide a helpful background for addressing fundamental

questions of purpose, bases of judgment and task clarification. An accrediting
agency should know the relevant legal considerations which apply in the .
granting or denial of accreditation. Both legal considerations andthe ... =~ -
contributions of research must be examined when defining criteria and e ey
standards. Such an examination encourages a healthy element of restraint ‘ o
because it tends to define the perimeters within which criteria and standards

can be developed and applied.

Legal and Research Issues

Legal Issues

When accrediting judgements are made, legal questions of due process, equal
opportunity, and property must be given consideraticn. The evaluation of
organizations involves reputation, organizational and individual questions of
survival, and authority. If a single national accrediting body carries out a
distinct mission in the evaluation of other organizations, antitrust questions
may also be raised (Hazard, 1976). If the accreditation of professional
education becomes entangled with questions of eligibility for government
funding, legal questions related to government intrusion, restraint of trade/
antitrust, * federal inspectorates, and agencies concerned with consumer X
protection will increase. Such legal questions are already being discussed with i
regard to institutional accreditation which Is tied to government funding i
eligibility. * * Federal demands for public involvement, consumer protection/ ;
truthin. ‘vertising, more frequent evaluations, etc., have been addressed to ' : i
NCATE:; however, no current legislation ties NCATE to federal funding :
eligibility (Proffitt, 1976). A detailed examination of these questions is not o
possible here; however, if the relationship between national accreditation of

*Goldfarb v. Virginia Bar Assn., 1975 and Marjorie Webstes Jr. Coll=ge,
Inc. v. Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, Inc.

1979. .
* *Hazard, 1976; Harcleroad, 1976; Harvey, 1975; and FICE, 1975..
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professional education and eligibility for federal funding changes, these issues
will grow in importance.*

Returning to the basic legal considerations of due process, equal treatm:_nt,

_ and property, one is struck by the similarities between accrediting and
employment judgments. Paraliels exist between judgments madein accrediting
programs of professional development and the legal and organizational devices
used to evaluate individuals for employment in the elementary and secondary
schools. The relationships exist because of the fact that a primary mission for
many SCDE:s is the preparation of personnel for those schools. Currently, state
program approval and accreditation of SCDEs have many similar and
overlapping functions, State program approval is directly related to the

certification of school personnel. Certification as a test of employment is
undergoing a good deal of legal scrutiny. Although the amount of case and
statutory law related to the accreditation of professional education is limited,
the tests of employment for school personnel, including certification, offer
some valuable legal lessons for accrediting agencies. ‘

Professional licensing and tests of employment have been thesubjectof aseries

of court cases and legal interpretations over the past half dozen years.

Cor.stitutional, statutory, and case law have been used to challenge

employment/ certification practices in many states and community. The

landmark Supreme Court decision, Griggs v. Duke Power Compary (1971),

confirmed the appropriateness of federal actions to reviewtests ofemployment,

as empowered by Title VI1 of the 1964 Civil Rights Act (as. amended by the

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission “Guidelines on Employment R
Selection Procedures” (1970). Sheila Huff (1974 and 1976) has pointed out the
applicability of the Griggs case to educational institutions. When EEOC

standards are applied, the critical element in judging a test of employment

(including licensing) is the relationship of the test to the job for which the test

has been applied. Several recent court cases have applied the“jobrelatedness”

principle to tests of employment in education, e.g., Chance v. Board of

Examiners, 1972; Armstead v. Starkville, 1972; Baker v. Columbus, 1972. In

judging certain written tests of employment as unacceptable (invalid), the

courts based their arguments on the failure of the employers to demonstrate a

significant relationship between the test or its application and the employment

for which the test was being used as a screening device. * *

The strict scrutiny principles requiring predictive validity for employment tests
(i.e., relating employment tests to predictions of specific job performance) have
been somewhat softened by more recent case law, e.g., Washington v. Davis
(1976). However, the job-relatedness principle remains an important element"
in the legal review of employment tests, including certification of school .
employees. State approval for professional education programs is direcily tied
to the certification of teachers and other school personnel; therefore, the
criteria and standards used to judge such programs will need to demonstrate a

* For a more detailed examination of this relationship the reader is
referred to Hazard, 1976, pp. 62-88. ’

. * * For example see Hazard, 1976; Rebell, 1974; Koff, Florio, and Cronin,
1976 for a more detailed examination. :
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reasonable relz-;onship to needed job skills. Strict scrutiny principles will not
be applied as stringently for evaluations of institutions of higher education,
however, since the courts are willing to accept general education requirements
for certain sectors of employment. If the courts are willing to accept these less
precise requirements in employment tests for airline pilots (Spurlock v. United
Airlines in Rebell; 1974)-and policeofficers{Sastro v. Beecher, in Rebell), one
can reasonably expect that general education requirements for professional
school personnel could withstand a court test. This would not; however,
eliminate the need to demonstrate a reasonable relationship between
professional education and employment.

Job Relatedness and the Test of Reason

Cuirent knowh=dge concerning the relationship between individual
characteristics® and work performance in educational settings is inconclusive
at best. In the field of professional education it would be nearly impossible to
meet the strict requirements of predictive validity included in several early
interpretations of the EEOC Guidelines (Huff, 1974). In the absence of
predictively valid performance requirements or knowledge tests, a reasonable
relationship between professional education and professional work will have to.
be accepted instead of a test of validity. Otherwise, the courts would bein the
untenable position of removing nearly all state requirements which relate the
professional education experience of school personnel to their certification.
Assuming that the state program approval will continue to be the basis for
certification of educational pe s~y 1, one can expect increased demand that
professional education progran.»':: SCDEs have at least a reasonable
relationship to the work for which the educational experience is designed to
prepare people.

The test of reason, when applied to the job-relatedness of educational
prog:ras, is consistent with the results of research on learning and teacher
effectiveness (Berliner, 1976; Powell, 1975; Rosenshine, 1976). Thatis, SRR,
research has yielded little empirical evidence that links training strategies to
pupil achievement. The validity of various training approachesislargely.
determined by a reasonable relationship that can be established between
training activities and the work that is expected to be done.

Legal Guides to Fairness

The legal tests applied to employment practices and state licensing/

certification provide some general principles of fairness which should be

applied to private accrediting bodies. The purpose of Title VIl and the EEOC

Guidelines is to prevent discrimination on the basis ofindividual characteristics

not related to capacity to perform the work for which one is employed, e.g., o

race, sex, ethnic background, etc. This is based on the principles of equal —
opportunity and due process. In establishing and applying criteria and

standards for accrediting SCDEs, accrediting agencies must likewise be fair.

National accreditation of SCDEs does not have the status or power of regional
institutional accrediting agencies or agencies which accredit other professional
groups, e.g. American Bar Association, American Medical Association, etc.

*e.g. knowledge, skills, educational background, work experiences, etc.
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If the power and importance of national SCDE accreditation grows, increased
legal scrutiny of its procedures and bases of judgment will also increase.

The accreditation of professional education is, in part, a quality control device,
involved with the reputation and survival of individuals and organizations.
William Hazard (1976) points out that associations which accredit educational
institutions will come under government or judicial review as their importance
increases. i T e

As the consequences of denial or removal of membership in accreditation
_assoOciations becomes more serious to applicants and inembers, the need
for fair, even-handed, equitable procedures becomes more urgent. Even
short of association activities falling under the constitutional restraints on
state or governmental action, judicial attention to the rudimientary fairness
- of internal rules and procedures will push associations toward de facto due
process safequards. (Hazard, 1976) .

It should be noted that many SCDEs are engaged in educational programsthat
reach beyond the training of school personnel. Accrediting standardsand
criteria should be developed which meet the tests of fairress for evaluation of
all general program areas in which an SCDE engages, e.g., the education of
teachers, counselors, administrators, researchers, legal and policy scholars,

etc.

Research Issues

Research in education has shown over the years that phenomena which were
thought to be relatively simple are in fact terribly complex. It is important to
reduce available information to manageable size so that, where possible;> -~ -
knowledge can inform policymaking and guide practice. One major problem is
the expectation that research will necessarily yeild answers to complex social
problems. The value of research lies in its ability to help provide an
understanding of phenomena. In many cases researchresults havemadepolicy
decisions more difficult by pointing out previous errors of omission or
commission caused by inadequate information and/or conceptions. This has
been particularly true in the study of phenomena associated with education.

Shulman (1974) points out that “. . . as social, political, or personal
circumstances change, the warrant of earlier generalizations must be
reevaluated,” and that “. . . there is reason to believe that this will ever be the
case, in that in education we are never likely to reach theoretical bedrock.”
Rather than despair at this state of affairs, one must derive what is useful from
available knowledge while continuing to questionand examine assumptions,

‘policies, and bases from which to judge performance. As the complexity of

policy issues is better understood, social policy can more intelligently be
developed or limited. These matters should be kept in mind when applying
information derived from research to questions of criteria and standards to be

used in making accrediting judgments.

The relationship between professional education and work performance in
education organizations is not well understood (March, 1974). This is in large
measure the case because few connections have been established between
education work and desired education outcomes, particularly student
achievement (Rosenshine, 1974; Berliner, 1976). A considerable amount of
education research concerned with work performance, training paradigms,
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and student achievement has dealt with low inference variables (Gage, 1974).
March (1974) has pointed out the various difficultie”. :.ssociated with developing
policy recommendations from low inference vari:1¢s-Thus, educators have
been largely unsuccessful in their efforts to aggregate the results of research.
As a consequer:ce, the type of variables employed (e.g., low inference vs. high
inference) in research and how they are linked to policy development should be
kept clearly in mind when thinking about the application of research findings
to developing criteria and standards for accreditation.

Wilburt McKeachie, in his presidential address to the American Psychological
Association, summarizes the condition of research related to teaching and

‘ lgarning:

The bad news at this point is that the work is much more descriptive than
practical . . . . The good news is that we have models that seem more
realistic in their level of complexity and seem more in touch with the
wisdom of teachers, parents, and others who apply learning principles
(1976). o
He concludes that rather than yielding “simple, universal laws of learning,”
research is likely to provide understanding of the complexity of learning that
requires different action for different learning tasks.

The complexities associated with the application of research to theformulation
of accreditation policy are analyzed further in the next section. The examples
we have chosen to illustrate these complexities are primarily taken from
research on teaching and teaching effectiveness. They were selected because
a) teacher education is a primary mission for most SCDESs, and b) teaching
relates strongly to other professional work in education. For example,
administration of educational institutions is, in large measure, the
management of human resources such asteachers. The problems of complexity
and difficulties relating training to predictive indicators of work performance
obtain to a wide variety ofeducation professions, e.g., teaching, administration,
counseling, research, etc.

" The absence of one commonly accepted theory of teaching and the fact that

educational research over the past fifty years has not produced results that
firmly link teaching to student achievement (Rosenshine, 1974; Averch, 1974)
have limited efforts to derive empirically and rationally defensible performance
criteria and standards for teaching and teacher education. Although several
recent research efforts concerning teacher effectiveness have made progress in
connecting teaching performance to student achievement, these efforts are in
their infancy, and generalized results and statistical treatment of data are at
“such a high level of abstraction that to make screering policy (based on such
results) would be inappropriate.” (Berliner, 1976).

These researchers whose work indicates optimism with regard to
demonstrating that teachers can make a difference in student learninqg {<i:ge,
1972; Good, Biddle and Brophy, 1975) conclude that there is little evidence to
suggest that criteria can be identified to describe a “good teacher.” Rather,
current findings indicate that the . . .

orchestration of a large number of principles and skills according to the
specific needs of the student and the learning situation, and not the
consistent application of a small number of ‘key’ skills that are possessed
by ‘good’ teachers
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is what is needed (Brophy and Everston, 1975).

Teaching behaviors related to student learning in a given setting may not be
related to student learning if setting, age cohort, student characteristics,
subject area, or content are changed (Powell, 1976; Soar and Soar, 1976).
Given these recent findings, it is not surprising that Dan Lortie (1975) finds that
there is not a craft-like culture to be passed from teacher to teacher. According
to Lortie, teachers develop idiosyncratic procedures to deal with the tasks and
challenges of classrooms. Conventional wisdom, common sense, or dogma
held by some popular theorists is being challenqed Gage (1976) found that in
several recent studies the organization of presentation and higher order
questioning did not necessarily relate positively to student learning.

The research on the relationship of professional education to work performance
indicates few areas of common agreement regarding professional preparation
programs for that work. It seems clear that the number of quality indicators ™
(normative criteria) wili remain small if appropriate caution is 2nplied. Even
-when consensus can be reached on criteria, more difficulties remain in the
determination of standards. It may be appropriate at times to establish.<yiteria
without setting standards until knowledge is developed to enable informed
standard setting.

These problems concern the normative evaiuations conducted by accrediting
agencies. Accreditation, however, is not limited to normative tests of quality.
Accreditation is in part an information validating process. The primary source
of the information to be validated is the SCDE. Where such information can be
compared with criteria and standards, it can be evaluated normatively. Claims
made by an SCDE concerning its characteristics or program area operations
are also subject to evaluation. Assuming that probity*® is a criterion for
accreditation, discrepancy evaluations can be applied to validate the claims or
descriptive information given by the SCDE. Accrediting judgments are,
therefore, made on the basis of both normative and digcrepancy evaluations.

By limiting normative evaluations o those criteria and standards applicable to
the SCDE unit and the program areas, and leaving other judgments to tests of
probity or discrepancy evaluations, professional educatinn accreditation will
be able to meet another problem facing all accrediting agencies — the
specification of the reference group to which SCDEs are compared.
Hodakinson (1975) places the issues in perspective: }

Do all institutions currently accredited form the reference group? Or, isit™

based on the current candidates for accreditation in ternis of who are the

best and who are the worst?
The criteria and standards for the entire SCDE unit would apply to all of those
institutions offering the given program area. Additional claims concerning
program type (e.g., elementary teacher education for urban schools) would be
left to test of probity and/or to program approval by state agencies. Within
program areas this would allow for institutional diversity related to training
strategies, instructional style, and potential areas for work performance

*The degree of congruence between SCDE/ general program descriptions
arid actual practice. The test of probity is taken from the legal concept of
honesty and integrity.
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(suburban, urban, etc.). Respect for such diversity is highly appropriate and
desirable, given the tenuous state of current knowledge and the need for more
research concerning the preparation of educational personnel. .

The lessons from past research efforts indicate thatscientificknowledgecannot
provide policymakers with simple ~hoices. The educational community should
inform policymakers, including judges, about the limited number of predictive
indicators, i.e., criteria and standards, associa’ed with quality control, e.g.,
tests of employment, program approval, and accreditation. Since we have few
predictive measures, informed judgment, available knowledge, and shared
values must guide tests of reason when relating bases of quality judgment to
work performance. The determination of such reasonable relationships will
allow for the identification of some criteria. Obviously, for example, it is
reasonable to assume that reading zbility is necessary to teach reading;
however, problems arise when determining which strategy is most appropriate
for preparing the teacher or teaching the subject. As the complexity of . .
phenoména is better understood, it wili be likely tha. only a few criteria may be
fairly employed in making accrediting evelzations.

The diversity among SCDEs presents additional problems. ls it appropriate to

add:2ss fundamental problems of accreditation without considering differences

in SCDEs and general program areas? Clark an] Guba (1976) report 12 types

of SCDEs within the 1,367 that have been granted some form of state approval .
for preparing educational personnel. These categories are based on degree e
offered, institution mission, and nature of control (public v. private). A wider

array of categories could be developed if program type and/ or training strategy

within program areas were also to be considered. Because of the diversity

within SCDEs, criteria and standards should be developed to apply eithir to

the entire SCDE or to general program areas. Attempts to develope mirinative

standards for variations within a program area, i.e., program type, will meet

knowledge barriers and problems with concensus building.

Consensus Building from a Base of Knowledge and Values

The overview of legal and research issues indicates an urgent need to provide a
forum in which what is known and valued concerning SCDEs and general
program areas can be discussed, debated, clarified, and synthesized. As has
been observed, the present decision-making forum is primarily adversarial.
When adversarial bargaining is the predominant mode of decision making,
those involved start from prepared positions and usuallygiveground asitserves
their political ends. This mode limits choices and narrows the range of inquiry
_thatcan take place between negotiating parties. As a result, parties hold more
tightiy to their own frame of reference and models of the situation and ignore
the complexity of the issues being debated. T o B o
Itis recognized that education interest groups will continue to be involvedin -
whatever political forum exists. What is needed is a new design for such a
forum which will reduce the zero sum polemic battles and createa dialogue
which allows new questions to be addressed.

As Susan Langer (1942) has said, “the treatment of a problem begins with its

first expression as a question . . . and the way a question is asked limits and
disposes the ways in which any answer to it — right or wrong — may begiven.”
17
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A decision-making forum in which interested parties are permitted to ask
questions and introduce empirical informaticn, values, and beliefs willpreclude
the possibility that any single power group can limit the inquiry.

Hammond and Adelman (1976) suggest that such a forum should seek to
integrate scientific knowledge and human values when making policy
decisions. Not only is it necessary to integrate values with knowledge, but it will
also be necessary to integrate evidence from various sources. In short, no
single decision-making strategy will suffice. The forum for making accrediting
judgments should provide a variety of ways to clarify values, present evidence,
and make decisions. The appropriate style of deliberation will depend on the
nature of the topic, goal preference, means to achieve goals, and the contentof
presentation, e.g., empirical evidence, belief, opinion, etc.

Five types of strategies could be considered for such a decision-making forum:
1) the adversary approach; 2) the dialectic approach; 3) the eclecticapproach;
4) the “best person” approach; and 5) the scientific approach. Thisisnota
comprehensive typology and each is not mutually exclusive. Rather, these
approaches to decision making provide alternatives from which to choose,
mix, or apply selectively. For example, the best person approach is a
representational strategy while the other four deal with modes of presentation
and discussion. These five types of strategies can be thought of as a collective,
forensic social science (Rivlin, 1973) in whichschelars usingdifferentstrategics
assume responsibility for stating views and positlons that seek to answer the
policy questions. Hopefuily, this approach to developing criteria and standards
will avoid making policy decisions on the basis of premature research findings.
1t will alsc reduce the pernicious social consequences of certain ideological e
dogma o: power politics. S

There is a need to assure that values and beliefs are integrated with social

science knowledge. For as Levin points out, “If social science findings

increasingly are used to create what appears to be technical issues out of

essentially moral dilemmas, this presents a potential social danger” (1975). A '
decision-making forum must therefore provide a variety of approaches to

problem identification and solution.

The adversary approach to deliberation uses the judicial model and assumes,
in part, that value bias cannotbe adequately separated from the presentation
of empirical evidence. In essence, conflicting evidence is presented, challenges
to information and r:rocedures follow, and arguments are made, allina
common forum. The decision makers are public policymakers or professional
peers. One example currently being advocated is a “science court”
(Kantrowitz, 1971). A science court would allow for the presentation of
knowledge, or information relating to the lack of knowledge, applicable to a
particular policy issue. The adversary approach is suggested for determining
accrediting criteria and standards when several alternative criteria are”
advocated or various evidence is presented concerning the importance of a
given criterion.

The best person approach to decision making assumes that current empirical
knowledge is inadequate to guide informed conclusions; therefore, the
decisions are delegated to a “blue ribbon” group, which, from a position of
experience and knowledge, makes choices. This approach is suggested when
there is a weak knowledge base but a cadre of respected persons exists. In light
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of previous experience, it is doubtful if any such cadre which would provide a
variety of needed perspectives could beagreedupon. Therefore, representatives
of various publics may need to be included in the forum. e :

Problems are associated with the adversary and best person approaches.
Hammond and Adelman (1976) have called both approaches “ascientific” and
claim that their use in the forum would be person-oriented rather than
knowledge-oriented. Unless major modifications are made, the adversary
approach would continue to make victory rather than consensus the goal. In
the “best person” mode, there is no guarantee that policymakers would agree
to the elite’s choices. Critics point to the many task force reports that are
ignored because their findings differed with the values of the policymakers.
This is not to say that some parts of the adversary and best person approaches
cannot be used. However, their critics point out areas whichshouldbemodified
when they are employed. For example, adversaries may be judged initially by
scholar peers rather than by lay policymakers. Instead of the literal adoption
of the trial court settings, the forum could be more of a “grand jury” in which
decision makers could challenge evidence and the method used to obtain it.

A third strategy, the dialectic, could be used when a specific position, finding,
or interpretation is put before decision makers. Opposing evidence or
challenges would be stated and the evidence synthesized. Again, thisapproach
could be mixed with the other approaches already mentioned, decreasing the
danger of a “victory” orientation in the adversary approach or the “personal
bias” phenomenon in the best person approach. ;

The eclectic approach is one in which many kinds of evidence are considered
in the determination of policies, criteria, or standards. This approach can be
useful in the absence of a clear position or interpretation. The eclectic
approach may be particularly useful in determining criteria when goalshave
been agreed to. Then all the best available evidence should be considered to
determine whether or not there is a connection between any given phenomenon
or configuration of phenomena and the articulated goal or objective. Thereis a
problem regarding what level of specificity is needed when stating a goal. If the
goal is too global, there will be major difficulties in applying evidence.

The scientific approach is generally applicable to the presentation of any
empirical knowledge. Several scholars have pointed to the value of the
_scientific approach in both separating and integrating knowledge and values
(Levin, 1976; Hammon and Adelman, 1976). The scientific approach in the
presentation of evidence concentrates on the methods of obtaining and/or
interpreting evidence. Gene Glass (1976) calls for a “meta-analysis” or the
“statistical analysis of a large collection of results from individual studies for
the purpose of integrating the findings.” This procedure would be useful in
determining, when possible, the relationship between SCDE and general
program objectives and their actual characteristics or outcomes. It would also
be useful in demonstrating the complex nature of such relationships.
Concentration on the evidence, either through challenges in a professional
forum or through efforts to integrate the findings of a variety of studies, would
be one way to avoid the “person” orientations of the adversary or best person
strategies. N .
The scientific approach can also be used in the determination of goals and
objectives from which criteria and, where possible, standards are drawn.
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Recognizing that accreditation is a procedure that necessé\rilyini;olvesboth o

~ professional values and evaluation research, there is a need to articulatevalues

before determining the bases for making evaluative judgments. The scientific
approach can be used to analyze systematically the values or goals for an
SCDE or genera! program area. It may also be necessary to weightsuch values
in order to use them in the accrediting process.

Depersonalizing Value Choices

In order to reach any consensus on the values which SCDEs or their general
program areas share, a procedure is needed which will increase the salience

of agreement and decrease the concentration on group power, personality, and
individual bias. Levin (1976) suggests that the economics of information may
provide a useful example of such a procedure. In any cost-utility analysis, the
utility refers to the “values of the outcomes, an estimate based partly upon
intuitive evaluations” (p.132). These values or utilities can be determined by
having the relevant parties rate the alternatives according to their perceived
benefits. . .

- Utility_scales or weights could be placed on alternative goals or desired

outcomes through impersonal-rating procedures. Decision makers are asked
to assign values to alternative outcomes. Where agreémentishigh, consensus

can be built and goals are weighed heavily. Where agreement or value ratings =~

are low, there is a need to question the validity of the goal or its uses in making
accrediting evaluations. —

Building consensus on criteria and standards for accreditation is therefore a
two-phase process: 1) reaching agreement on those characteristics and/or
outcomes which are highly valued for all SCDEs and general program areas,
and 2) integrating these value choices with empirical evidence. For the first
stage, an impersonal analysis of professional values is called for. Utility
analysis or a science of values calls for the use of consensus building
procedures, e.g., survey feedback and decision making, rating scales, delphi
techniques, etc. Once the value choices are made, available knowledge must
be applied to determine if specific characteristics or actions within SCDEs or
program areas are linked to the value goals and/or objectives. '

There are problems and benefits associated with each strategy for decision. ..

" - making.and value/knowledge integration. Using impersonal techniques to

define values raises questions associated with justice, merit, and equal
protection, i.e., the tyranny of the majority. The benefits associated with using
any such procedure must be weighed against any potential harm (Rawles,
1971). e

In conclusion, it is time to make hard but definite choices that will affect the
future of professional education. The problem of establishing a consensus
concerning criteria and standards come down to this: What knowledge and
values are appropriate sources of input? In our judgment, a forensic social .
science that employs a wide variety of inquiry strategies is most desirable. In
addition, many different political constituencies will need to beinvolvedin the .

- deliberation and in the development of evidence. Just as the medicalprofession

cannot establish nationwide health goals and policy, neither can educators set
goals and policy they themselves must serve.
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Because-of the complexities assoclated with value judgments and empirical
“ evidence concerning accreditation, we suggest that there is a need for a forum

which will involve scholars, researchers professional edicationfaculty, school : D e
personnel, and other publics. We recommend that this forum develop a new
basis of agreement concerning the criteria and standards that will be used to

- determine whether or not an SCDE and its general programs shall be
accredited. Such a forum would serve to protect the education profession from
acting like a thermostat. A thermostat is capable of determining when the
room temperature goes above or below the point at which it is set and of taking
corrective action. The thermostat, however, is incapable of asking itself
whether it should be set at a partlcular temperature, or if it should be
measuring the temperature, or if there are better ways to measure the
temperature o

The task of such a forum would be to examine all aspects of current criteriaand
standards and accrediting practice — drawing upon educational research, the
courts, and other sources of knowledge and values in order to formulate a
fundamental statement of accreditation policy. In our view, this group should
not be concerned with issues of governance and/or administration. Its primary
role would be to seek agreement concerning the state of knowledge about
accreditation and recommend to the education profession criteria and
standards. It is further recommended that such policy should be subject to
intensive continuous review. In this manner the profession will, as Santayna
S said, protect itself from “redoubling its effort when it has forgotten its aim.”

References....
Miss. 1971), affd in part, rev'd in part, 461 F: 2d 276. (Sth Cir., 1972)

Averch, Harvey A.; Carroll, Stephen J.; Donaldson, Theodore S ; Kiesling, Herbert J.;
and Pincus, John How Effective is Schoollng?A Critical Revlew of Research. '~ : e e ey
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Educational Technology Publications, 1974.

Baker v. Columbus, 462 F. 2d 1112(1972).

Berliner, David C. “Impediments to the Study of Teacher Effectiveness.” Journal of -
Teacher Education 27 (Spring 1976): 5-13.

Brophy, Jere E. and Evertson, Carolyn M. “Teacher Education, Teacher Effectiveness,
and Developmental Psychology." (An expanded version ofa paper entitled“Teaching
the Preoperational Child,” presented at the annual meeting of the American
Psychological Association, Chicago, IIl., August 1975). The University of Texas,
Austin, 1975.

Browne, James. “Power Politics for Teachers, Modern Style,” Phi Delta Kappan 58

7 (October 1976).

Castro v. Beecher, 334 F. Supp. 930 (D Mass. 1971).

Chance v. Board Examiners, 458 F. 2d. 1167 (1971): affd 2d Cir. 330 F. Supp. 203
(1972).

Clark, David L. and Guba, Egon G. “An Institutional Self-Report on Knowledge
Production and Utilization in Schools, Colleges, and Departments of Education,”

eemeeee "7 "Chapter lll. RITE Occasional Papers Serles. Research on Institutions of Teacher
7 "~Education. Indiana University, Bloomington, October 1976.
- EEOC Guldelines, (1970). See The Federal RegisterVol..35, N. 149 (Sec,  1607), PP-_

12333-36.

Federal Register Vol. 39 No. 162 (August 20, 1974). Section 1409.1.

FICE. “Toward a Federal Strategy for Protzciion of the Consumer of Education.”
Federal Interagency Committee on Education, a report of the Subcommittee on
Educational Consumer Protection, July 1975.

21

o1




Flexner, Abraham. “Is Social Work a Profession?” Paper presented at the Forty-Second
Annual Meeting of Charities and Corrections, Baltimore, May 1915.

Florio, David H., Koff, Robert H. and Schneider, Barbara L. An Analysis of Data from
an Unpublished Pilot Study Concerning Opinions Toward National Accreditation. i
Evanston, 1ll.: Northwestern University, 1976. .

Gage, N. L. Teacher Effectiveness and Teaclier Ediication: The Search for aScientific- - .. i

. Basis. Palo Alto, Calif.: Pacific Books; 1972: -~ - - - oo ‘

Gage, N. L. “Methods for Research on Teaching.” Occasional Paper No. 9. Stanford
Center for Research and Development in Teaching, School of Education, Stanford
University, Stanford, Calif., March 1976. '

Geertz, C. The Interpretation of Cultures. New York: Basic Books, 1973.

Glass, Gene V. “Primary, Secondary, and Meta-Analysis of Research.” The
Educational Researcher 5 (November 1976).

Goldfarb v. Bar Association (1975).

Good, Thomas L., Biddle, Bruce J., and Brophy, Jere W. Teachers Make A Difference.

New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1975. ..., ] i
Griggs v. Duke Power Company, 401 U.S. 424 (1971). .
'Hammond, Kenneth R. and Adelman, Leonard, “Science, Values, and Human
Judgment.” Science 1974 (October 1976).

Harcleroad, Fred F. and Dickey, Frank G. Educational Auditing and Voluntary
Institutional Accrediting. ERIC/Higher Education Research Report No. 1.
Washington, D.C.: The American Assoclation for Higher Education, 1975.

Harcleroad, Fred F. “Evaluation and Reporting Systems.” Appendix to “Educational.
Auditing in Higher Education.” Paper prepared for the Council on Postsecondary
Accreditation and the American Association for Higher Education, Chicago, lil.,
March 8,1976. : )

Harvey, James. “The Higher Education Community and Federal Legislation.” ERIC
Higher Education Research Currents, AAHE. December 1975.

Hazard, William R. “Institutional Accreditation and Teacher Certification: Notes on
the State of the Law.” Paper prepared for the Illinois Policy Project: Task Force on
Accreditation, Certification, and Continuing Education, Evanston, Iil., January
1976. '

Hodgkinson, Harold L. “Evaluation to Improve Performance.” In Learner Centered
Reform. Edited by Dyckman W. Vermilye. Washington; D:C.:-Jossey-Bass, 1975.
pp. 116-25. ' e
Hodgkinson, Harold L. “Iniproving and Assessing Performance: Evaluation in Higher '\—»—-\
Education.” Center for Research and Development in Higher Educatioa, University
of California, Berkeley, 1975. .
Howsam, Robert B., Corrigan, Dean C., Denemark, George W. and Nash, Robert d.
Educating a Profession. Washington, D.C.: American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education, 1976. .
Huff, Sheila. “Credentialing by Tests or by Degrees: Title VII of the Civil Rights Act
and Griggs V. Duke Power Company.” Harvard Educational Review 44 (May 1974):
246-69. :
Huff, Sheila. “Education, Work, and Competence.” Transaction Social Science and
Modern Society 13 (January/February 1976): 44-51.
Kantrowitz, Arthur, presentation before the House Committee on Rules and
Administration, 1971. ~
Katz, Michael. Class Bureaucracy and Schools: New York; Praeger, 1975.- =~ -~ - e
Koff, Robert H., Florio, David H., and Cronin, Joseph M. lllinois Policy Project:
Accreditation, Certification, and Continuing Education Task Force Reports. Volume
1 prepared for the National Institute of Education, Evanston, Ill., 1976. v
Koff, Robert H., Florio, David H., and Cronin, Joseph M., Eds. Commissioned Papers U

of the lllinois Policy Project: Accreditation; Certification, and Continuing Education. . . .
~ Volumé Il. Evanston, lll., September 1976.

922




Langer, Susanne. Philosophy in a New Key. Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1942, ‘

Levin, Henry M. “Education, Life Chances, and the Courts: The Role of Social Science
Evidence.” Law and Contemporary Problems 39 (Spring 1975): 219-40. ' )

Levin, Henry M. “Cost-Effectiveness Analysis in Evaluation Researck.” In Handbook of
Evaluative Research 11. Edited by Marcia Guttentag and Elmer Struening. Beverly
Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1975..pp. 89:122.__ . - .- . .

Levin, Henry M. “Accreditation, Certification and the Economics of Information:” In-— -~ .. ..
Commissioned Papers of the Illinois Policy Project: Accreditation, Certification, and h
Continuing Education. Edited by R. H. Koff, D. H. Florio, and J. M.-Cronin. . ,

Evanston, Ill., September 1976. pp. 119-51. : B

Lortie, Dan C. “The Balance of Control and Autonomy in Elementary Sciiool
Teaching.” In The Semi-Professions. Edited by A. Etzioni. New York: Free Press,

1969. . .

Lortie, Dan C. Schoolteacher. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1975.

McCurdy, Jack and Speich, Donald, “U.S. Education on the Skids.” Chicago
Sun-Times. September 5, 1976. :

McKeachie, Wilbert J. “Psychology in America’s Bi-Centennial Year.” American
Psychologist 31 (December 1976): 819-33.

March, James G. “Analytical Skills and the University Training of Educational
Administrators.” Education and Urban Society 6 (August 1974).

Marjorie Webster Jr. College, Inc. v. Middle States Assaciation of Colleges and
Secondary Schools, Inc., 432 F. 3d 650 (1970), Cert. Denied 915 ct 376 (1970).

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education. Standards for Accreditation
of Teacher Education. Washington, D.C.: The Council, 1970.

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, 1975 Proposed Revisions of
Standards for Accreditation of Teacher Education. Washington, D.C.: The Council,

1975. R :
Orlans, Harold with the assistance of Nora Jean Levin, Elizabeth K. Bauer and George:
E. Arnstein. Private Accreditation and Public Eligibility for National Academy of

Public Administration Foundation, Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1975.

Powell, Marjorie. “Teacher Certification and Educational Research in California.”
Papes presented at American Educational Research Assoclation, Washington,
D.C., April 1975.

Powell, Marjorie. “Teacher Competencies: California Beginning Teacher Evaluation
Study.” Paper presented at the American Association of School Administrators,

Atlantic City, N.J., February 1976.
———— Profiitt, John R. Personal communication, April 9, 1976.
... _Rawls, John. A Theory of Justice. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971.
’ Rebell, MichaelA~“Teacher Credentialing Reform in New York State: A Critique and
~ aSuggestion for New Directions.” Paperpresented at the Study Commission on
"..Undergraduate Education and the Education of Teachers, University of Nebraska,
Lincoln, 1974. ———

Rivlin, Alice. “Forensic Social Sclence.” Harvard Educational Review 43 (February
1973). ‘ ' :

Rosenshine, Barak. “Teacher Competency Assessment.” Report to the National
Conference on Competency Assessment;-Research and Evaluation, Dallas, Texas,

March 12-15,1974. . : ' ST~

Rosenshine, Barak. “Recent Research on Teaching Behaviors and Student
Achievement.” Journal of Teacher Education 27 (Spring1976): 61-64. =~ - . :

Shulman, Lee S. “The Psychology of School Subjects: A Premature Obituary?” The ... - B e

 Journal.of Research in Science Teaching'1 1(1974):319:39. ‘ '
""" o Soar, Robert S. and Soar, Ruth M. “An Attempt to Identify Measures of Teacher
Effectiveness from Four Studies.” Journal of Teacher Education 27 (Fall 1976): 261-67.
- Spurlock v: United Airlines;475 F-2d-216,-218 (1972). .. ...
Washington v. Davis, 48 L. Ed 2d 597 (dune 1976). T e

23




